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TREASURY APPROPRIATIONS/Almost 5% Marriage Penalty Relief

SUBJECT: Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government Appropriations Bill for fiscal year 1999 . . . S. 2312.
Campbell (for Lott) motion to table the Daschle amendment No. 3365.
ACTION: MOTION TO TABLE AGREED TO, 57-42
SYNOPSIS: As reported, S. 2312, the TreaguPostal Service, and General Governmeauprépriations Bill for fiscalyear

1999, will provide $29.924 billion in new biget authoriy (BA) for the Dgpartment of the Treasyy Postal
Service, Executive Office of the President, and variouspentdent gencies. This amount is $4.598 billion more tpeovided

in fiscalyear (FY) 1998, and is $3.095 bhillion more thaquested. The Ige increase in fundiis due to the addition of $3.270
billion in contingent emegeng funding to address thgear 2000 (Y2K) computer date chage conversioproblem.

The Daschle amendmenivould provide $7 billion in tax relief for two-income married pies. The relief would bphased-out
for cowles earnig between $50,000 and $60,000. It would be refundable, netirdihsome cqules that did nopay ary taxes
would get lage tax refunds (in mancases, those "refunds" would even substaptieiceed thepayroll taxes collected).
Specifically, the amendment would allow a gbeito deduct 2@ercent of the income of whicheveaosise had less income. To
eliminate the marrige penaly conpletely, and to eliminate it for all cqules, $151 billion would be needed; in other words, this
amendment would eliminate less thapebcent of theroblem. The cost of the amendment would be offgenhakirg several tax
code chages to increase the amount collected in taxes.

Debate was limitedybunanimous consent. After debate, Senator Lott moved to table the amendment.\Gtremalfavorig
the motion to tableposed the amendment; thoggposing the motion to table favored the amendment.

Those favoringthe motion to table contended:

We moved to table tharevious amendment because it was a revenue measure, egirviediavorproviding marriage penaly
relief. For the same reason we now move to table this amendment.

(See other side)

YEAS (57) NAYS (42) NOT VOTING (1)
Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans Democrats
(54 or 100%) (3 or 7%) (0 or 0%) (42 or 93%) 1) 0)
Abraham Hutchinson Byrd Akaka Inouye Helms3AY
Allard Hutchison Moynihan Baucus Johnson
Ashcroft Inhofe Robb Biden Kennedy
Bennett Jeffords Bingaman Kerrey
Bond Kempthorne Boxer Kerry
Brownback Kyl Breaux Kohl
Burns Lott Bryan Landrieu
Campbell Lugar Bumpers Lautenberg
Chafee Mack Cleland Leahy
Coats McCain Conrad Levin
Cochran McConnell Daschle Lieberman
Collins Murkowski Dodd Mikulski
Coverdell Nickles Dorgan Moseley-Braun
Craig Roberts Durbin Murray
D’Amato Roth Feingold Reed
DeWine Santorum Feinstein Reid
Domenici Sessions Ford Rockefeller EXPLA.N.ATION. OF ABSENCE:
Enzi Shelby Glenn Sarbanes 1—Official Business
Faircloth Smith, Bob Graham Torricelli 2—Necessarily Absent
Frist Smith, Gordon Harkin Wellstone 3—lliness
Gorton Snowe Hollings Wyden 4—Other
Gramm Specter
Grams Stevens SYMBOLS:
Grassley Thomas AY—Announced Yea
(H;;Z;ge? mg:ﬂfgﬁg AN—AnNnounced Nay
Hatch Warner PY—Pa[red Yea
PN—~Paired Nay
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Those opposinghe motion to table contended:
Argument 1:

We have been forced to offer this amendmerthieprevious vote. Democrats favor tax relief too, buytfaor tageted tax
relief. For marrige penaly relief, thepegple who most need helare lower-income cqales in which both gouses work. The
pendirg Daschle amendment wiive those coples substantial relief from the magepenaly. Unlike theprevious amendment,
it will pay for those increases/bmakirg tax code chages to increase revenue. justified logholes will be closed in order to
increase tax collections. Thip@oach is much better than thgpeoach taken yptheprevious amendment, which would have used
part of the budet supluses that argoing to accrue in the nextyears. We think that all of those pluses should be saved for
Social Secunit. We uge our Democratic collgaes tgoin us in spporting this reponsible alternative to th@evious amendment.

Argument 2:

We voted gainst theprevious amendment because we knew it was unconstitutional. However, after the vote on that amendment,
it was withdrawn. Cleayl the vote was regljust apolitical vote to make Senatoge on record on the issue of the mageipenaly.
In order to have ourselves on record gspetting marrigge penally relief, we will vote in favor of this amendment, even tiiou
it is unconstitutional, because we know it will be defeatgavay.



